Mr. David Ignatiusyi foreign editor 7627 Old Receiver Road 

The Washington Post 
1150 15 St., NW 
Washington, D.C. 20071 

Dear Mr. Ignatius, 

Perhaps you may remember tlmt several months ago, when the K/jddle Hast situation 
was getting a bit hotter and the Pos|' was saying that Arafat had recognized the right of 
the gtate of Israel to live in peace and -security I wrote and urged you, us earlier I 
had written others at the Post, to please examine Arafat^s exact words and that he had 
and knew he had little chance of surviving if he had done so. 

You may also remember that I've been around a long time, with varied experiences. 

My last government employment was as an analyst in intelligence. I was in the 033 compon- 
ent that was transferred to State. One of the jabs of analysts is to examine exactly what 
is said, not the interpretations of those words by others. 

The Reagan administration, faced with its own problems, did interpret Arafat's 
words as meaning that he had indeed recognized the right of the ,3tate of Israel to 
exist in peace and security. Without examination af those words, all of the media 
accepted the Reagan administration's interpretation of them. 

In reading the paperback edition of Thomas Friedman' s From Beirut to Jerusalem I 
found then and necloso that page. I presume Friedman is correct and that from memory, 
when I wrote you, I had one word wrong. I remembered tliat he had said "peoples" where 
Friedman quotes him as using "parties." The quote is: 

"... the right of all parties concerned in the Middle Mast conflict xo exist in 
peace and security, and as I have mentioned, including the state of Palestine, Isuael and 
other neighbors." ( ^ lutuJoJ 

If Arafat had really intended to recognize the right of the state of Israel to 
exist ho would not have used the word "parties" and ho would have said "states." By 
using the word "parties" he told those wha he knew would kill him, as they had 3adat 
and others, tliat he was not recognizing the right of the state of Israel to exist. The 
onW state he mention is Palestine. 

But even if he had recognized the right of the state of Israel to exist that would 
have meant nothing because the PWV had just met in North Africa and had refused to do that, 
I have highlighted Friedman's interpretation in the proceeding paragraph. Particularly 
given the context, if the PNC had intended recognition of Israel it would have said so and 
would have benefitted from it. Like Arafat, it did not mean to recognize the state of 
Israel. There is no other reasonable interpretation. If people mean something they say it 
and they do not f jdge it over, and no "cajLrifying" woutd be necessary. 

If any evaluation of how much credence can be given to what Arafat says he at the 
same time "totally and absolutely renounced all forms of terrorism." Then, when his own 
FLO was caught in it, he refused to "renounce" it in any way. 

Whatever the PNC may have meant by not specifying the bidders of the "state" of 
Palestine, this can be interpreted as meaning it intended to include Jordan, which is 
about three-quarters of the Palestine territory the British took from the Ottoman Empire 
at the end of W/orld War I and which the PLQ was engaged in trying to take over when Hus- 
sein's array drove it out and into Lebanon, with the tragic results you may recall. 

I do hope the pfst will undertake to inform the country correctly now that the 
terrible situation has worsened - if only by asking /ftraf at to say he meant the state 
of Israel has the right to exist in peace and security. 

Sincerely v 
Harold Weisberg 
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